Royal influence in Germany

the Pope could have no earthly superior, nor even equal, and therefore
(though this conclusion was not so bluntly drawn as in later times) the
Emperor must be subordinate to him. In the development of this argu-
ment the Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals are quoted for the first time. It
must remain an open question whether Nicholas knew that they were
forgeries; their primary purpose was certainly rather that of weakening
the French metropolitan than of magnifying the office of the Pope. But
they served the Pope^s purpose, and there is no reason to think that his
standard of honesty was higher than that of his and the succeeding cen-
turies. Every important church constructed or profited by forgeries
such as were produced by Lanfranc in the strife between Canterbury and
York, and at an earlier date by Bremen to the prejudice of Cologne.
The authors, rightly or wrongly, were convinced of the justice of their
claim, and counted it no wrong that they should take a short cut towards
their end by advancing pleas likely to satisfy those whom it was their
object to persuade.

But as yet such claims could not be made effectual. They were not to
be withdrawn, but in rivalry with them the Empire, when new and
stronger dynasties arose, was to maintain its ascendancy, and in time was
to develop a theory of its own in justification of its practice. Meanwhile
under the Ottos the Crown recovered its position in Germany. Like Charles
the Great the kings chose the bishops, the semblance of canonical election
being maintained but the reality frustrated, for the election was held
either in the monarch's presence or at his court. The bishops did service
for their fiefs by an active life of statesmanship ; one Archbishop of Cologne
was also Duke of Lorraine. All sees were held directly from the Crown,
in contrast to the practice of Prance, where the great nobles, such as the
Duke of Normandy, were patrons of bishoprics in their dominions as
fully as the king was in his. To this rule there were, however, exceptions,
and the fact that among the twelve traditional peers of France were six
bishops, whose sees in some cases lay outside the direct domain of the
king, is evidence of a special connexion between him and them. But the
sovereign not only wielded authority over existing sees. The extension
of German influence was promoted under the Ottos by the foundation,
without reference to Rome, of sees in Denmark and to the east of the
Elbe. Imperial control of the bishoprics was maintained till Frederick
Barbarossa gave the patronage of those in Lower Saxony to Henry the
Lion, with the view of strengthening the defenders of the north-eastern
frontier. After Henry's fall the immediate authority of the Emperor
over those sees was resumed and maintained. As the Empire grew weaker
several of the eastern sees fell under the control of local princes; aad
when some small dioceses were carved out of Salzburg the advowson of
them was vested in the archbishop. But in Germany the general tendency
was an increase of secular independence on the part of the bishops. In
France the appointment of see after see passed by conquest or inheritance